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BAR BRIEFS

lish written opinions in all cases, no selective system is effective.
The remedy lies at the source. Curtail the output at the door of the
court.
"What we need is an amendment eliminating from our constitutional provision, the words-'the reasons therefor shall be concisely
stated in writing,'-and leaving to the court's discretion the cases in
which to publish written opinions. This would result in publication,
only in exceptional cases, of carefully prepared written opinions involving the pronouncement of fundamental rules of law.
"It would seem that the makers of our constitution had a fear
that the court might be dishonest and that the written opinion was a
necessary protection to the litigants and the public. Such fear is wholly unwarranted. Certainly the members of the supreme court in this
state are of unimpeachable integrity. Their written opinions are sometimes criticized-the loser is never satisfied no matter what 'reasons'
are given in the court's opinion-but their honesty or fairness of purpose is never questioned."
NORTH DAKOTA DECISIONS
Anderson v. Olson: The grantor in a warranty deed covenanted
that he was the owner of the premises in fee simple and had good right
to convey the same. It appeared that at that time there was outstanding an interest in the premises of which the said grantor was not the
owner. HELD, That the covenant of seizen was broken at the time
of the execution of the deed. However, the grantee had gone into
and retained possession of the premises, was not evicted by the assertion of a superior title and did not suffer any actual loss, since he lost
the premises through foreclosure of a mortgage executed by himself.
HELD, That the grantee was not entitled to recover damages from the
grantor who had warranted the title. Opinion by Burr, J.
State vs. Mabel Dinger: A witness upon the trial of a criminal
case may, for the purpose of affecting his credibility, be cross examined
concerning collateral matters which tend to disgrace, degrade or incriminate him, but questions must be so framed as to permit of categorical
answers.
Objections to questions tending to disgrace, degrade or incriminate
a witness are properly sustained when such questions are framed in a
suggestive or inferential manner, and the trial court properly limited
cross examination by sustaining objections to questions which were
framed in a suggestive or inferential manner. Opinion by Morris, J.
State ex rel. Coan vs. Plaza Equity Elevator Company, et al.: In
a case where there is no answer the relief granted to the plaintiff cannot
exceed that which is demanded in the complaint; but in any other case
the court may grant plaintiff "relief consistent with the case made by
the complaint and embraced within the issue." (Sec. 7680 C. L. 1913).
A judgment rendered against the principal obligor on a grain warehouseman's bond, that was recovered for acts of commission or omission
constituting a breach of the condition of the bond is prima facie evidence
of plaintiff's right to recover against the surety and of the amount of
such recovery. Opinion by Christianson, J.

